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that are consistent with a permanent 
remed for a release. 

M&ism for d e t m  
priorities for possible 
financed by the Trust Fund established 
g d e r  CERCLA (commonly referred to 
as  the "Superfund") and financed by 
other persons are included in the NCP 
at 40 CF'R 300.425(c) (55 FR 8845, 
March 8,1990). Under 40 CF'R 
300.425(~)(1), a site may be included  on 
the NPL if it scores sufficiently higb on 
the Hazard  Ranking System (t*IiRS''), 
which is appendix A of 40 CFR part 
300. On ,Decsmber 14,1990 (55 FR - 
51532), EPA promulgated revisions to 
the HRS partly in response to CERCLA 
section 105(c), added by SARA. The 
revised HRS evaluates four pathways: 
Ground water, surface water, soil 
exposure, and air. The HRS serves as a 
screening device to evaluate 'the relative 
,potential of uncontrolled hazardous 
substances, pollutants, and ' 
contaminants to pose a threat to human 
health or the environment. Those sites 
that ,score 28.50 or greater on the H% 
are eligible for the NPL ' ,  

adding  sites to the NPL, each State may 
designate a single site  as  its,top,priority, 
regardless of the HRS score. This 
mechanism, provided by the NCP at 40 
CFR 300.425(~)(2), requires +at, to the 
extent practicable, the NPL W u d e  
within the 100 highest priorities, one 
facility designated by each Stat@ 
representing the greatest dager'to 
public health. welfare, or the 
environment among know facilities in 
the State. 

included  in  the NCP at 4 O n 1 r n '  
300.425(~)(3). allows certtinliites t o h  
listed wiiether or not they korci above 
28.50. if's11 of the following cobditions 
are met: 

Under a second mechanism for 

The third mechanism fo? listing, 

1 1  

The Agency for Toxic SubStancBS 
and Disease  Registry (ATSQR] of the 
U.S. Public Health Sendee has issued 
a health advisory thatrecdmmends 
'dissdciation of individuals, from the 
relea?. 

@Ai'determines @at $e$ease 
poses a significant k t , t ?  public 
heelth18' ' 

EPA anticipates' +at it :dili, be more 
cost-eeective to uy '~ i+  qm#ial 
authority than, to ub its '+kibv~al 
autliokty tp 'respoi& tol:t$&+ease. 
~ S e d ' I ~ O r i  ! t h e s e  crilterijl!~,&$~ipursuant 

to s..tiob, lOS(e)(81(B1 of-=, as 
amehgea S W . ' . ~ +  $~&iiigates a 

h&&tjob$!ubstac&'i contai#& &&&+##Jnited ;pijlI&$ts, or 

' , I , , , '  ' 
1, 

, , ; , , I ,  I1 

b b % p  list +f n+bnal or w t e d d , ,  +##&f 
pAo+eF +nfibb the 

I-,, , I 

skates. IW 'fist, &&Ih; cs 'appbndix B of ' ' ' 1  1,l Ill l;lll'l I I 
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complete, whether or not final cleanup 
levels or other requirements have been 
achieved; (2) EPA has determined that 
the response action should be iimited to 
measures that do not involve 
construction fag.. institutional 
controls); or (3) the site qualifies for 
deletion fmm the iUPG Inclusion of a 
site on the CCL has no legal 
si ificance. 

addition to the 48 sites  that have 
been deleted from the NPL because they 
have been cleaned up (the Waste 
Research and Reclamation site was 
deleted based on deferral to another . 
program and is not considered cleaned 
up), an additional 113 sites are also in 
the NPL CU. all but one from the 
General Superfund Section. Thus,  as of 
April 1,1993, the C U  consists of 161 
sites. 

Cleanups at sites on the NPL do not 
reflect the total picture of Superfund 
acccmplishmenti. As of March, 1,1993, 
EPA had conducted 822 removal actions 
at NPL sites, and 2067 removals  at non- 
IWL sites. information on removals is 
available from the Su erfund hotline. 

b u a n t  to the NCF tit 40 c ~ p  
300.425[c), this document proposes to 

. add 26 sites to,the NPL. The General 
Superfund Section includes 1,079 sites, 
and the Federal Facilities Section 
includes  123 sites, for  a total of 1,202 
sites on NPL. Findand proposed 
sites now total 1,256. , 

Public Comment  Period 
The documents that form the basis for 

EPA's evaluation and scoring of sites in 
this rule are containgd 14 dockets 
located bqth at EPA Headquarters and in 
the appr*riate  Regional  offices. The 
dockets &e a idable  for ;viewing, by 
appointqkmt only, aAer the appearance 

- 



Steven Wyman. Region 7, U.S. EPA 
Library, 726 Minnesota Amnua, Kansar City, 

Greg Obecley, i b g b  8, US. EPA 999 18th 
Street, suite 500, Denver, CO 80202-2466. 
303f294-7598. 

Hawthorne Strwt, San pranciscq CA 94105, 

David Bennett. Region 10, U.S. EPA, 11th 

Sfattie, WA 98101,206/553-2103. 
Fllmr, I200 6th Avenue, Mail Stap HW-114, 

The Heedquamri d d e t  for this rule 
contains HRS scorn sheets for each 
proposed site: a Documentation Record 

. for each site describing the mfonnetion 
used  to compute the score; pertinent 
information €or any site affected by 
particular statutory ufrements or 
listing policies; a n d z s t  of documents 
referenced in the Docum%ntatiun 
Record. Eech Regionai dock& for this 
rule contains ail of the information in 
the Hea uarters docket for sites in that 
%@an, ds p usthe ectud msference 
documentscontainingthedata 
principal1 relied upon ead cited by 
EPA in ca r d a t i n g  or evehating the 

These refereoce documents ere epaifable 
only in the Regional dockets. interested 
parties may view documents, by 

'dr tbe appropriate Regid 22: appointment only, in the Hea 

copiem may be requested trom the 
Haquarters  or appropriate R e g h a 1  
docket. An infarmal written 
r a ~ e r  than a formal reguest uT%a 
Freedom of Information Act, should be 
the'ordumy pmcedum for obinjng 
M i e s  ofany of these documents, 

&A conadem all ODHUftents received 
during the comment period. During the 
comment period, camments are placed 
in &e Headquartmn a and are 
aveilable tr, the pubfie 0 8n "a 
reckived" basis. A set of 
comments will be ava iWe far v i e m g  
in &e Regional docket approximately 
oris,, week aAer the formal comment 
pe&d doses. Comments received after 
the comment period closes will be 
avaWde in the Headqua,ztem docLet 
andiin the Regional docket on an '%s 
recdjved" b&&. 

Cdmrnents that k l u h  cornpiex or 
VOIWOUS reportg or m a w &  
p r e w  for 
scoring. rb~rg-out tho spedfic 

Ochtstbanm 
infohation that EPA should -der 

K S  66101.913/~51-?241. 

Lisa Nelson, Region 8. U.S. EPA, 75 

415/7#-2317. 

KRS BcorBB for sites fn that Regia. Thepriority~ciarvaprimarily 
informational pwpossa, iden- far the 
States and the publk &om fhcilitles and sites 
o r o t k x & a m u w h i c h a p p e a u t o ~  \ 

ramedialPctbm.WdonofrbdLttyor 
siteontlvlILstdosrnotiniitlelfrek3sctr 
judgmenfaftbeoctivitierdIfrmwrreror 
operator. it docw not require those perooas to 
undertake any action. nor does it assign 
liabilfty to any person.,Subseqwnt~ 
gamnmentactioainthetonnofwnedfal 
acrionrormfonxunqactbswiilbe 
necessary in order to do so, and tame actions 
will be attended by alI appropriate 
P-=fw=ds. 

primarily to senre as an informational 
and management tool. The 
identification of a site for the NPL is 
intended primarily to guide EPA in 
determining which sites wenant further 
in-gation to as- the nature and 
extent of the public health and 
environmental risks associated with the 
site r+d to determine,what 
d a l  action(4. if any. may be 
appropriate. The NF% also semes to 
notify the public Of sites that EPA 

Fin*, listiag a site may. to the extent 
potentially responaibie p d e s  are 
identiiiable at the time of listing, serm 
WnOtic?toWchpprtiesthaltheAgency 

The purpose o€ the NPL. therefore, is 

bf3ii#~swarranthutberin~g&o.Il. 
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CERCLA's limited resources as 
efficiently . a s  possible. 

Although the ranking of sites by HRS 
scores is considered,. it does not, by 
itself,  determinq the sequen~e in which 
EPA funds  remedial respanse actions, 
since the information  collected to 
develop HRS scores is not sufficient to. 
determine either the extent of 
contamination  or the appropriate 
response for a  particular site (40 CFR 
300.425@)(2). 55 , j T R  8845, March 8, 
19901. Additionally, resource 
constraints may preclude EPA from 
evaluating all HRS pathways;  only  those 
presenting significant risk or sufficient 
to make a site eligible for the NPL may 
be evaluated.  Moreover, the sites with 
the  highest scores do  not necessarily 
come to the Agency's attention  first, so 
that addressing sites strictly on the  basis 
of ranking would  in some cases require 
stopping  work  at sites where it was 
already  underway. 

More detailed studies of a site are 
undertaken  in the Remedial 
InvestigatiodFeasibility Study (hFS1 
,,that  typically  follows  listing. The 
purpose of the RYFS is to assess site 
conditions and. evaluate  alternatives to 
the extent necessary. to  select a remedy 
(40 CFR 300.430(a)(2) (55 FR @SF, 
March 8.19963)). it takes into account 
the amount of contaminants  released 
into,the environment, the ri&,tq 
affected  populations and envipiment; 
the cost to remediate  contamination  at 
the site, and the response actio9 that 
have been taken by potentially "8 i 
responsible parties or  others. W s i o n s  
on the  type and extent of respoqse 
action  to be taken at these .sit9 l p  made 
in agmdame with 40 CFR 3000:415 (55 
FR 8842.- 8,1990) ad'kO'lCFR 
300:430 (55 FR 8846. March d,'l;i9sO). - 

After q d u c t i q  these additiwd 
studies, EPA may conclude t h 6  
initiating a remedid+fion 
using the Trust Fund.at some U i k  on 
the FJPL is not appropriate be+$se of 
.mop pressihg needs at otber $it@, or 
bqqusq a  private party cleentiv 
alreBdy untterway  purs\lent q@i 
eqforcement  action. Given th@mited 
res;ourqs avbilable in the "rq&hnd, 

, & e  lAgency must carefully bal&ce the 
relative needs for response at rtl+b 

IIX. Contents of Thie Proposed Rule 
Table 1 identifies the 19 NPL sites  in 

the General Superfund Section and 
Table 2 identifies the 7 NPL sites in the 
Federal Facilities Section being 
proposed in this rule. Both tables  follow 
this preamble. All these sites are 
proposed  based  on HRS scores of 28.50 
or above. The sites in Table 1 are listed 
alphabetically by State, for ease of 
identification, with group  number 
identified to provide an indication of 
relative ranking. To determine  group 

. number, sites on the NPL are  placed in 
groups of 50; for  exiunple,  a site in 
Group 4 of this proposal has a score that 
fails within the range of scores  covered 
by the fourth  group of 50 sites gn the 
General  Superfund  Section of the NPL. 
Sites  in the Federal  Facilities  Section 
are also presented, by group  number 
based on groups of 50 sites in the 
General Superfund Section. 
Statutory Requirements 

EPA to,,list priority sites "among" the 
knoa "releases or threatened releases of 
W o u s  substances,  pollutants, or 
contaminanfs,  and sectiqn 1Q5(a)(81(A) 

. EPA to consider certain . 
'enumerated and "other  appropriate" 
fiktors in doing so. Thus, as a  matter of 
policy, EPA has the d i v t i o n '  not  to  use 
CXRCLA to  respond to certain types of 
&lea*. Where other authorities  exist, t 

placiq sites on the NPLfor.possible 
remedial action under -(+4 may  not 
be appropriate. Therefop, n;)A has 
+o$n 'not to  place cert@ types of sites 
 on^ We NPL even- though: : Q E R c L A  does 
not  exclude such actionii  If,  however, the 
Agency later determing~@a;$ kites not 
listed as a  matter of poli~y $e 'not being 
pjaperly responded to, @e figency may 
plab them on the NPL. ,,,, , .I I 

viquirements of relevance ti3 this 
p+pked rule cover sites sqbject to  the 
&sop Conservation  ahd:Fecovery 
& (@A) (42 U.X. 6901+b491i) and 
Ft#ex@ facility  sites.  Thed,;pQii'cies and 
req+rements are explairie(Ije1ow  and 
hambeen explained in &eatel; detail  in 
pieyious  rulemekings .(Si3 FIR5598, 
Febnpry 11, 1991). , : : : #  "I 

Relehses From Aesou~eC~ni,ervation 
and Recoveqf Act (RCRA] 'SJtS 

l++ps, policy is h t  mon-Federa1 sites 
subj&t to'RCRA Subti4e 'C !$ori'ective 
action authorities will net. Cn general, be 
$aped on. the NPL. H O W ~ + ~ , . ; E P A  will 
lisdwtain categories tsf:RCJ?A sites 
subjdq to Subtitle C con$ciivb action 
authorities, as well a;S ogei ,bites subject 
to ,&rise  avthorities., if,.thftIlXgency 
concludqs that doing so 'best  furthers the 

CEkUh section 105(a](8)(B)  directs ' 

' ? e  listing policies apd. slt(Itut0ry 

, ' I # .  1 I, 
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aims of the NpuR(=RA policy and the 
CERU pmgram. EPA has explained 
these  policies in detail in the past (51 
FR 21054, June 10,1986; 53 FR 23978, 
June 24,1988; 54 FR 41000, October 4, 
1989; 56 FR 5603, Februery 11.1991). 

Consistent  with EPA’s NPWRCXA 
policy, EPA is proposing to  add two 
sites  to  the  General Superfund Section 
of the NPL that may be subject to RCRA 
Subtitle C corrective  action  authorities. 
One is the  Onondaga Lake site in Lake 
Onondaga. NY. Material  has been 
placed in the public docket  confirming 
that the owner  at the site who is subject- 
to R(=RA authorities is bankrupt. The 
other  owner  has no RCRA involvement. 

The second is the National  Zinc Corp. 
site in Bartlesville, OK. The Agency 
believes that offsite  contamination and 
air deposition of contamination  at and 
from this site will be better  addressed 
under CERCLA authorities.  Material  has 
been  placed  in  the  docket  indicating 
that  not all site-related  Contamination - - 
may  be addressable under RCRA 
corrective  action  authorities. 
Releases from Federal  Facility  Sites 

On March 13,1989  (54 FR 105201, the 
Agency announced  a  policy for  placing 
Federal  facility sites on the NPL if they‘ 
meet the  eligibility  criteria (e.g., an HRS 
score of 28.50 or  greater),  even if the 
Federal  facility  also is subject  to the 
corrective action  authorities of RCRA 
Subtitle C. In that way,  those sites could 
be cleaned up under CERCLA. if 
appropriate. 

This  rule  proposes  to add seven sites 
to the Federal  Facilities Section of the 
NPL. One site not  listed  in the Federal 
Facilities  Section, the Blackbird Mine 
site inl@rnhi, ID, is located in part on 
federally owned land. There is no 
separate  category  for  mixed-ownership 
sites,  and the facts at this site are such 
that EPA considers it mom appropriate 
to propose  the site in the General 
Superfund section of the.NpL In 
particular;  the sources of contamination 
on the Federal  portion of the site are few 
cornpared’to the sources on private 
l+d.  and  contamination is not the . 
result of activities of the U.S. Forest 
Service,  $hi&  currently manag& the 
Federal  portion of the site. EPA 
emphasizes  that  the  designation of a site 
as  Federal’  or  non-Federal  for  listing 
pbrpos@ pas no legal significance  and 
i8,purely  informational  in  nature. In ’ 

piuticular. such designation  does  not 
deterniine\ or limit, the extent of any 
F9eraI” agency’s  obligations under 
s&ion;lZb of CERCLA:EPA solicits 
c4mment on the most appropriate 
dhigntition of the site. 

Name Changes 
EPA proposes to change the name of 

the Del Am0 Facility. a proposed site in 
Los Angeles, California, to  the Del Am0 
Pits. EPA propoges to change the name 
of the American Shizulri Corp./OgaLi& 
Electronics and Manufacturing, Inc, a - 
proposed site in Ogallaia, Nebrash to 
the Ogallala  Groundwater 
Contamination. EPA belleves these 
names more accurately reflect the sites, 
and  solicits  comment on these  proposed 
name  changes. 
Clarification of Prior NPL Listing 

The  Indian Bend  Wash Superfund 
Site,  located in ScottsdaleTempe- 
Phoenix,  Arizona,  was  placed on the 
NPL on  September 8,1983  (48 PR 
406671. The  purpose ofthis clarification 
of the original  listing is to provide 
additional information  about the 
releases  of  hazardous substances that 
are currently  being  investigated. 

listing  docket-for Indian Bend  Wash . 
(cross-‘rbferenced as NPL-2-630). 
provides the followin  general 
description of the faci fl ‘ty: 
“Groundwater  conlaminstion has b e e n ’  

detected in an 8188 a  proximstely two - 
miles by  five miles aLrq the Indian 
Bend Wash in ,Scottsdale.and Tempe. 
Municipal  drinking  water supply wells 
serving the cities of scottsdale, Phoenix 
and Tempe  have been tainted  by 
trichloroethylene. chromium 
contamination has elso been found  to be 
present  in the aquifer of concern.”  The 
HRS analysis  also includes 
“approximafg boundaries” of 
“Scottsdale Road  [west), Salt River 
channel (south).  Pima Road (east). and 
Chap@ Roes (north).” However, 
documented  releases at that  time also 
included co+ninated  web south of 
the salt River. 

Dqring the linvestigation of 
groundwater at Indian  Bend Wash,EPA 
has identified  several  apparently 
noncontiguoys arems of groundwater 
contamination,  both north and south of 
the  Salt River.  While it m o t  be stated 
wj? certainty because of the 
hy$rological  impacts of the river  flow, 
it ~ppaanr that the  releases of hazardous 
sybstances  south of the river  may 
or$g@te in sources other than thos% 
n o w  of the river.   his notice to 
cl#ify that the Indian Bend ,Wash 
Superfund Site has always  included all 
releases discowmd ;aurins the course of 
tha RUFS, bo@ ,north and south of the 
s@t River, and that &e RUFS has. &om 
th# beginning, inve+gated re- 
ddcumented in +e ori d HRS 
analysis  both nolrth sn P south of the Salt 
River. Th6 apprbximate  boundaries of 

The 1982 HRS analysis in the original 

the study area where EPA is currently 
responding to m k m s  of bazanious 
substanmama follows: Rural Road 
[Tem YScottdbRoed&msddel 
Road  (Tern YpimaRoed 
fscottttsdale~~), a d  Apache 
B o u l w ~  (south). 

on September 21.1888 and September 
12,1991, for the on of the site 
Ioceted north of r Salt River, which 
EPA has informally desi  ated 86 
“North Indian Bend W~I% or “Indian 
Bend Wash (North)”. The portion of the 
site located south of the Salt River has 
been informally  designated as “South 
Indian Bend  Wash”, or “Indian Bend 
Wash (Southl”, and Is BOW in the RUFS 

I $  west. Chapand Roed (north), Price 

Two Records of Deckion were issued, 

study phase, 
The  above  definition of the site is 

consistent with EPA’s polrcy for listinn 
noncontiguous facilrtieS. Se&on 1 

104(d)(4) of CER- authorizes EPA to 
“treat two or more  noncontiguous 
facilities as one for the purposes of 
response, if such facilities are 
reasonably  related on the basis of 
sography or their potential  thteet to . 
public health, welfare, or the 
environment.” EPA published a policy 
(49 F’R 37076, September 21,1884) 
identifying the fadm which it would 
consider in detemining whether  non- 
contiguous facilities should be 

w%%ts of the RI (avallable insthe 
R@on Dt docket for this site) ixididate 
that the Indian Bend Wash Superfund 

Indian Bend Wl%.p 
Site meets the . ation &tiria. 

North and  Indian 
Bend Wash South each contain many 
potentially noncontiguous facilities.  It is 
appropriate to address all fsdlities 
within both North h d h  Bend Wash 
aqd South Indian Bend Wasb in 
aggregation. Several fact- support.this. 
First. them am similar constituents of 
concern so that a single strat 
cleanup h appropriate. Seton 7K , the for 
contamination &om the m k a e ~ ~  is 
tblreatening the same aquifer  and  there 
is:no evidence of any gemlogic 
di’scontinuity between the sources. 
Lastly, the tsrget p ~ p u l a t i ~ ~  affected by 
thp  noncontiguous  releases are 
slibstantialyoveriap ing with a  number 
of: drinkiq water we& located within 
bdth the northern and southm portions 
oflthe  site. w on the above 
co‘tisiderations, the multipie 
. nc@ontiguous sources in both the north 
and south amas are most logidly 
considered as a single site for NPL 
pdrposes. EPA has consistently 
adaessed the areas nartb and  south of 
th?rivermasin  esitesincethe’ 
original listing o f the Indian,Bend Wash 
sit’e. 





to bear  costs. Nonetheless, a listing may 
induce firms to clean up the sites 
voluntarily, or it mag act as a  potential 
trigger  for subsequent  enforcement or 
cost-recovery actions. Such actions may 
impose  costs on firms, but the decisions 
to take such actions are disqetionary 
and made on a  case-by-case basis. " 

Consequently,  these effects cannot be 
precisely  estimated. EPA does not 
believe that every site will be  cleaned 
up by a  responsible  party. EPA cannot 
project  at this time  'which  firms or 
industry sectors will bear specific 
portions of the response  costs,  but the 
Agency considers: the volume  and 
nature of the waste  at the sites; the 
strength of the evidence linking the 
wastes. at the site to the -parties: the 
parties'  ability to pay; and other factors 
when  deciding  whether and how to 
proceed  against the des. 

prop)posed amendment to the NCP are 
aggregations of effects on firms and 
State and local  governments.  Although - _  
effects  could be felt by  some individual 
firms and States, the total impact of this 
propod on output, prices, and 
em loyment is expected to be negligible 
at t! e National  level, as was the case in 
the 1982 RIA. 
Benefits 

The real benefits associated with 
today's  prop& to piace additional 
sites on the NPL am incred health 
and environmeatal protection as a  result 
of increesed.public awareness  of 

Economy-wide e& of this 

potential h d s .  In addition to .the 
potential for more Mdy:financed 
remedial actions, expansion of the NPL 
could accelerate  privately-financed, 
voluntary cleanup efforts. Reposing 
sites as national priority  targets also 
may give Stat- incread support for 
funding res on= at articuiar sites. 

remedies,  there will be lower human 
exposum to high-risk chemicals, and 
higher-quality  surface  water, ground 
water,  soil, and air. These benefits are 
expected to be significant,  although 
difficult to estimate  before the RUFS is 
completed  at  these  sit&. 
V. Regulatory Fldbiiity Act Analysia 

requires EPA to review the impacts of 
this action on small  entities, or c e ~ f y  
that the action will not have  a 
significant  impact on a  substantial 
number of small  entities. By small 
entities, the Act refers to small 
businesses,  small  government 
jurisdi@ions, ind nonprofit 
o anizations. 

NCP, it is not a typical regulatory 
change since it does not automatically. 
impose costs As stated above, 
proposing sites to the NPL does not in 
itself require any'adfon b m y  p a r t y I  

nor  does it determine the E ability of any 
party for the coet of cleauup at the site. 
further, no identitiable p u p s  are 
affected 88 a whole. A8 a consequence, 
impacts on any group axe hard to 

AS a resupt  of the acihitional CERCLA 

The Regulatory  Flexibility A d  of 1980 

' b i l e  this rule proposes to mew the 

* 

predict. A site's  proposed indusion on 
the NPL could increase the likelihood of 
adverse  impacts on responsible  parties 
.(in the form of cleanup costs), but  at this 
time EPA cannot identify the potentially 
affected businesses or estimate the 
number of small businesses that might 
also be affected. 

The Agency does expect that placing 
the sites in this proposed rule on the . 
NPL could  significantly  affect  certain 
industries, or  firms within industries, 
that have  caused  a  proportionately high 
.percentage of waste site problems. 
However, EPA does not expect the 
listing of these sites to have  a  significant 
economic  impact on a  substantial 
number of small  businesses, 

In any case, economic impacts would 
occur only through  enforcement and 
cost-recovery actions,  whicb EPA takes 
at its discretion on a sitsby-site basis. 
EPA considers many  factors  when 

, determining  enforcement  actions, 
including  not only the firm's 
contribution to the problem, but also its 
ability to pay. 

The impacts (from cost recovery]  on 

organizations  would be determined on a 
similar  case-by-case basis. 

For the foregoing  reasons, I hereby 
certify that this proposed-rule  would not 
have 8 significant  economic  impact on 
a  substantial  number, of small  entities. 
Therefore, this proposed  regulation  does 
pot require a  regulatory  flexibility 
analysis. 

~ small  governments and nonprofit 
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treatment and disposal, Water poIIutiw 
control, Water ~ p p l y .  

42 USC 91i46; 42 U . X  9628; 
33 U.S.C. 1321(c)(2): B.o.11735.3 (;pR 
1971-1975 Comp., p. 793; E.& 12580.3 
CPR 1987 camp., p 193, 
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Solid wasfe andgmegency lk?spon&9. 
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DEPARTMENT O f T R A # S P O R T A ~  

National Highway T M c  Bafety 
Administration 

49 CFR  Part 5 t l  , 

[M No. 93-31: Hotk. 011 

RIN 2127-78 

Federal Motor Vehkb Safety 
Standards; Warning Oevicw8 
AGENCY: W o r d  Highway Trnffie 
Safety Acfrninistratioa IMITSA). 
Department of TtansporWiorz, 

(NPRM). 

SUMMARY: This document propofes'to 
amend Federal %tar V w  sefsty 
Standard No. 125, Warning &vices '. 

That standard specifies requhmeats fnr 
non-powered warning @vices desiped 
tobecaniedinalltypesofmator 
vehicles and set aut on the d w a y  to 
warn oncarning traffic of a stopped 
vehicle in or near the d w a  . A0 
amended. the standard woul B apply . 

designed  to be &id in bus& and 
trucks that have a gross vehicle weight 
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